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Abstract 
Globalization mechanisms, the new economic orientation of Romania after the Communism collapse and as a member state of 
the European Union have led to several transformations in the mountain rural space, which meant, beside others, changes of the 
land use, the closing down of the unproductive mines. The study was conducted in Stulpicani commune, Suceava County, 
Romanian Carpathians, between 2013 and 2014, where people turned into farming as the only country uranium active mining, 
nearby was resized and others were decommissioned. The aim of this paper is to analyze the semi-subsistence farmers’ 
perception about their farms’ development in the framework of a large return to agriculture due to the declining mining activities, 
and Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). In order to assess this, a field survey has been applied on 342 house heads of semi-
subsistence farms involved in getting specific funding, which was processed in SPSS v.17 soft through Chi-square test and PCA. 
The results show that semi-subsistence farms represent still suitable forms of economic development of the Romania’s mountain 
rural areas in consent with traditions and environmental offer. It is also revealed that at the first stage, 2009-2013, it is a high rate 
of trust in CAP, but we find some controversies between and inside groups. In this context, a common effort is need, from local 
to national in order to keep the tradition of farming and to find ways to maintain the advantages of EU programs to develop farms 
further. 
© 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. 
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1. Introduction 
During the communist regime, the Romanian mountain area represented an environment where emphasis was 
placed on mineral resources, which led over the time to the opening of many mines. In 1989, in Romania nearly 300 
mines were in operation [1], but in the years to come many of them were closed down due to resource depletion, the 
higher maintenance costs and the mining sector reform. Mines closure meant the loss of jobs which have often been 
the main economic player for local communities and consequently the reconversion of the labor force for other 
economic fields, like tourism and agriculture. In fact, after 1990 “agriculture acts as a buffer in meeting 
consumption demands and absorbing many of the people who had previously been employed in industry” [2].  
After the fall of communism, agricultural development was rather difficult, because the authorities gave up the 
three types of organizations – state farms, agricultural cooperatives and individual private farms in favor of land 
restitution. This process required a number of changes, stipulated by Law no.18/1998 [3] and Law no. 247/2005 [4] 
which provided full restitution of agricultural land, and forestland tenure reform [5]. However, the people in the 
mountain rural area who were allotted land were and still are at a fairly advanced age [6], because the younger 
population left for the industrial cities prior to 1989 and for other European states after 1990. Besides, the economic, 
political and environmental conditions suffered changes the local rural people “have had to deal with these changes 
and their accompanying effects” [7]. The abandonment of collective farming system and the shift to individual 
farms was an original process for the market economy [8].  These farms are small in size due to the dividing process 
of land inside families over generations, thus, after restitution, the numbers of small individual farms have grown, 
being a means of subsistence or a part-time activity for employed people [9]. As in most other transitional 
economies, the importance of subsistence production grew significantly in Romania [10].  
Currently, in Romania large commercial farms coexist together with many individual subsistence or semi-
subsistence farms, having a mean size of 2.15 ha [11]. “Around 3 million holdings, covering approximately 30% of 
total agricultural land, have clear subsistence features” [11]; of these, 800,000 are semi-subsistence farms (SSF) 
[12]. An impressive number of farms are less than 1 ha, which prevents them from accessing structural funds [13]. 
In addition, the restitution of the holdings led to a high atomization of agricultural lands [14, 15], which lead to the 
abandonment of croplands. Under these circumstances, out of mountain regions the small farms formed agricultural 
associations [16], while, in the mountain area the individual farms are largely maintained, and where, the SSF were 
driven primarily to livestock, which often depended on communal pastures. Mountain SSFs are very important as 
the agricultural situation of the country shows that the livestock dropped dramatically, and the number of cattle 
halved, reaching 2 million heads in 2012 [17]. In this background, supporting rural activities has become a major 
concern for the public administration authorities, who encouraged farmers to use the Special Accession Program for 
Agriculture and Rural Development (SAPARD) prior to 2007, and after 2007, the National Program for Rural 
Development (NPRD), financed through the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development.  
The topic of semi-subsistence agriculture in Eastern Europe is approached directly in few studies, which came 
out especially from the necessity of defining the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) by including the new member 
states (NMS) after the demise of communism. Amid the variety of geographical and economic situations there is 
controversy regarding the content of the term semi-subsistence farms (SSFs). Important contributions in this respect 
have Kostov and Lingard (2004) [18], who define them as management units focused on meeting the needs of 
internal stakeholders and on trading the surplus, dividing them from a production point of view into “market-
oriented subsistence farms” and “subsistence-oriented farms”. This classification was also adopted by Davidova, 
Fredriksson, and Bailey (2009) [19]. Subsequently, Davidova (2011)[20] returns to this theme and analyzes the 
farms according to the motivations and the different degrees of commitment to agriculture of the holders. Thus, she 
splits them into three categories: “farmers pushed to subsistence by market imperfections and an underdeveloped 
social safety for which semi-subsistence is a coping strategy; semi-subsistence farmers by choice, as hobby or 
lifestyle farmers; and part-time farmers with other gainful activities” [20].  
Likewise, she takes into account the percentage of surplus supplied to the market. The size and the impact of 
these farms on rural development are analyzed either separately or in connection with the Common Agricultural 
Policy at regional or national level. Thus, Petrovici and Gorton (2005)[10] contend that SSFs decrease the risk of 
rural poverty, Werheim and Wobst (2005) [21], who focus especially on subsistence phenomenon, claim that the 
small farms must be seen as social buffer, food security and poverty shield, while Davidova (2011)[20] sees them a 
transition phenomenon in the development of these countries, which must be taken into account by the CAP.  There 
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are a number of approaches related to semi-subsistence agriculture that take a closer look at the processes induced by 
the property changes after 1990. For instance, Ioffe and Nefedova (2004)[22] or Kuemmerle et al., (2008)[23], warn 
about the abandonment of cultivated lands because of the radical institutional reforms and economic shocks, the 
transition to a free-market economy, and the disappearance of the guaranteed markets within the Eastern Block[24]. 
On the other hand, Beauvoir et al., (2008)[25] and Kemmerer et al. (2009)[26] think that the main reasons for the 
abandonment of cultivated lands are the low profitability of subsistence farming, tenure insecurity, increased 
competition, and land speculation. Alcantara et al. (2013)[27], Müller et al., (2013)[28], study the general process of 
agricultural land abandonment and their conversion to grasslands, while Griffith et al. (2013)[29] estimate the 
dimension of the phenomenon in the Carpathian Ecoregion, based on Landsat imagery for the period 1990-2000, 
when the rate of abandonment and the conversion to grasslands were higher, and 2000-2010, when these processed 
slowed down. Munteanu et al., (2014)[30] accomplish a meta-analysis on the entire Carpathian area regarding the 
evolution of forest and cultivated land. The authors reach the conclusion that these processes are controlled by 
policy, economy and socio-demography and especially by the population decline in rural areas, which is seen as a 
major factor of land abandonment. The long-term effects of these changes of agricultural pattern highlight the 
dangers that lurk biodiversity [31] as well as the alteration of the carbon storage rates [32]. 
 Land changes and degradation themes at national level have been approached in Romania [33, 34], the Czech 
Republic [35] and Slovakia [35, 36], because micro-scale studies may contribute to the alteration of the CAP and to 
the improvement of their effects, especially when rely on the integrative analysis of landscape [37].    
In order to understand these processes, Gorthon et al. (2008)[38] focus on attitude, as determinative of farmers’ 
behavior, in their strive to maintain activity or to design a future development in accordance with the provisions of 
the Common Agricultural Policy.   
In this respect, the study brings to the front a micro scale study, aiming to assess the semi-subsistence farmers’ 
perception about SSFs development including the input of measure 141 of the PAC in a space turned largely on 
agriculture that used to depend on the nearby mining activities. The paper’s objective is to investigate if the SSFs 
remain the main support for local community in this new economical framework. It also seeks to find out which are 
contributor factors for their development.  
To build the study we started with drawing the economic background of mining and its environment impact, 
demographic characteristics of the community and agriculture in the study and influenced area, then, we referred 
how CAP-141 Measure for semi-subsistence farms have been applied between 2007 and 2013 at local levels and 
what did it solve. These allow us to formulate more comprehensive discussions upon the local community’s 
perception about its farming development as a feedback of agriculture traditions, changes in farming policy, 
identifying their needs, which may help for a better understanding of SSFs in Romania mountain region. 
2. Materials and methods 
The primary data were collected by means of a survey, which was applied in summer-autumn 2013 in Stulpicani 
commune. The sample size was determined using surveysystem.com on line, which allowed us to estimate that for 
1,952 households and 5% confident interval we need 321 valid respondents. To ensure a greater consistency, we 
enlarged our sample at 342, choosing a systematic sampling based on all appliers and winners to 141 Measure till 
that moment. In order to choose the items, prior, a pilot test was run on the internet on 20 respondents and we 
conducted seven face-to face-interviews with local people and authorities in Stulpicani. Based on their answers, a 
semi-structured questionnaire was developed. This was composed of 25 questions, of which 14 relied on a Likert-
type 5 value scale for the agricultural processes occurring in the mountain areas, 7 focused on the demographic and 
economic features of the sample, while 4 were open questions meant to assess the economic activities carried out by 
their families. This number of questions allows us to increase the rate of acceptance and the way they were 
enunciated were meant to avoid that people got scared, because we were dealing with a sensitive issue [39], the land 
property.  All these persons granted us permission to process the data provided for scientific purposes [40]. The 
analysis was performed in three parts. In the first one, we used descriptive statistics regarding the mean 
distribution’s responses by the Likert scale. For the second part, the Chi-square test (SPSSv 17) was applied to the 
data obtained in order to identify the relationships between the respondents’ answers, on the one hand, and their 
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demographic and economic variables, on the other hand [41] and thirdly, the PCA allowed us to identify the main 
factors which showing the latent variables, and to validate our research model.  
The secondary data were collected from the National Institute of Statistics (NIS), the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Development (MARD) respectively NPRD, Suceava Environment Agency, the Townhall of Stulpicani 
commune and the National Uranium Company SA. Due to several difficult procedures, data about mines have been 
limited. 
The spatial analysis by GIS techniques, using Corine Land Cover 1990, 2006 (European Environmental 
Agency), and information taken from the field observations allowed us to create maps using Arcview 10.1, (ESRI 
Redlands, CA, USA) to determine the land use changes and spreading of summer shelters.  
 
3. Location of studied area  
The investigated community, made of five villages, lies in the central-southern part of the Suceava County 
(47°27′30″N; 25°45′54″E). Stulpicani commune belongs to the mountain area, being located in the Suha Depression, 
surrounded by Rarău Mts., Stânişoara Mts. and Voroneţ ridge. The rationale behind choosing it as a case study lies 
in the fact that it has a medium size as administrative unit, as many Romania’s communes are, which population was 
dependant on the mining activities, with the only uranium active mine of the country,  being an old settlement 
inhabited since the 15th Century, with many agricultural preserved traditions. At the same time, it lies in a mountain 
area included in NPDR’s list as disadvantaged from the economic point of view, but with a high rate of applicants 
and winners for semi-subsistence projects, after 2007 (Fig.1). This option for a case study approach also emerged 
from the reason that this kind of analysis allows “precise investigations of actual effects, rather than only 
theoretically possible effects”[42]. 
 
4.  Results and discussions 
4.1. Socio-economic and environmental background 
 
Although geological prospecting has revealed many areas that can be exploited, for reasons pertaining to 
environmental protection, economic restructuring, and low profitability, after 1990, many mines were closed down 
in Suceava county, some of them affecting Stulpicani community: Tarniţa, Leşul Ursului-2006 and Ostra-2003 (Fig. 
1).  In Suceava County, only four mines are still active among is Crucea-Botuşana uranium mine, nearby Stulpicani, 
where 127 persons from the community are employed (Table 1).   
The financier incentives for people affected by the mines ‘closure (compensatory salaries), earlier retirement for 
working in risky environment after 15 or17 years of mining [43, 44], and “early retirement policy which applied 
since 1990, used as a social security measure” [45] rise the preponderance of pensioner households in this study 
area. While younger people migrated seasonally in the EU countries, the elder returned to the traditional farming, 
respectively animal husbandry as from the agricultural standpoint, Suceava County has known and remained as the 
top for cattle in Romania (157,676 cattle) [46].  
The return to farming was possible, because the lands of this commune were not subject to collectivization, only 
the forests and grasslands taken abusively by the state in 1948 have been given back to their owners after 1990. 
Farming vocation of Stulpicani commune is certified by the number and diversity of livestock, having in 2013, 1 
cattle/inhabitant, and almost 1.5 ovine/inhabitant, higher values as the averages of the county and Romania (Table 
1). The entire livestock is private property. 
Is agriculture a good option for this community closed to a uranium mine? Even the environmental quality data 
are not available, media showed that the special monitoring in the area had not revealed a radioactive pollution 
except nearby the mine’s deposits [47, 48]. People recognized that they are not affected by radiation as the death 
rate is lower than many other rural areas and similar with the country’s average. Moreover, the size of population 
and age structure reveal low diminutions between 1992 and 2013, as a result of natural balance and migration, but 
lower than other rural settlements of Romania (Table 1). In this context, the agriculture products are perceived being 
safely and generator of revenues and farming is re-adopted on a large scale [49, 50], seen by not abandonment of 
croplands and increasing in number of houses (Table1). 
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Table 1. Economic and demographic features of the investigated community.  Processed after sources Stulpicani Town Hall Data, 2013, 
National Uranium Company SA, 2013 and [46].  
 
Variables 2013 2006 1992 
Area (ha) 21,670  21,670 21,670 
Agricultural land 4, 858  4,858 4,868 
Arable land 651 651 651 
Pastures  1,282 1,282 1,282 
Hayfields  2,920+5 orchards 2,920+5 orchards 2,930+5 orchards 
Forests  16,000 15,592 15,531 
Others 812 1,220 1,271 
Cattle (heads) 5,315 2,818 2,600 
Sheeps 7,680 6,541 11,700 
Goats 450 - -  
Swine 325 1,085 670 
Poultry 3,900 13,130 13,541 
Bees (families) 270 - - 
Population (no) 6,129  6,318 6,382 









 51.4  
Female 
 49.6  
<20 years old  24 24 26.8 27.6 33.3 33 
20-59 years old  63 5 53.4 56.8 49.5 47 
> 60 years old 13 19 19.8  15.6 17.2 20 
Dependency rate 0.69 0.87  0.39 
Birth rate (‰) 14.4 11.9 14.9 
Death rate (‰) 13.4 10.6 12.7 
Households  1,952 1,914 1,766 
Crucea mine employment 
(number)  
T-125: Stulpicani (65); 
Negrileasa (16); Gemenea (16); 
Slătioara (28). 
No available data No available data 
 
 
4.2. Local response of semi-subsistence farms to 2007-2013 policy 
 
Taking into consideration the prevalence of SSFs and disadvantages of poor information and education of 
community, local and county authorities initiated farmers, namely, for the measures 141 (Aid for semi-subsistence 
farming). Consequently, Stulpicani commune became one of the top applicant in Suceava county, with 31 SSFs 
winners to 141 measure in 2012 (Fig. 1), and 59 from 250 subscribers in 2013 [47]. Measure 141 is meant to support 
semi-subsistence farming having a value between 1-8 Unit of Economic Dimension (1ESU=1,200€) with 1,500€ 
yearly and therefore it aims to increase the competitiveness of the agricultural holdings undergoing restructuring, so 
that to help them solve their transition problems. This is especially important, as the agricultural sector and rural 
economy are under pressure from single market competitive economy [46]. The benefits of this measure, which 
prevailed in Stulpicani, stem from the fact that during the engagement (5 years) farmers continue their agricultural 
activities, while the payments ensure them a guaranteed minimum income that helps them keeping their farms in 
operation. In addition, farmers switched to ecological measures in order to fertilize their hayfields and pastures. In 
this respect, they started to use animal manure and other organic wastes around summer shelters pastures named by 
locals “târlire” as “their application can increase plant growth in acid soils by ameliorating them” [51]. 
As a result, agricultural activities have been intensified despite the problems which farmers are confronted with. 
One of these problems is related to the pastures. Generally, in Stulpicani and in Romanian Carpathians as well, they 
were either created through deforestations [52], or appeared naturally around the forest transition belts, being a 
permanent competition between the trees and grassy species; each requires permanent maintenance measures in 
order to preserve the pastures [53]. The second problem is generated by rapid summer shelters spreading, which 
consumed the grazing land, (Fig. 2; Fig. 3).  These two issue and enlarging of the crops lands conducted to a 
complementary land use changes after 1990, when forest area decreased slightly and pasture or crops gained (fig.3), 
despite other patterns of land abandonment in Romania, Slovakia and Ukraine [30]. Moreover, the big number of 
cattle and the long winters raise issues related to ensuring the forage, which has to be bought from the nearby 
tableland areas. Some farms can boast with high animal productions, especially milk, but because the collecting 
system is not efficient, many farmers sell their products bellow the market price to intermediaries.  




Fig. 1. Mining situation and the application of the measure 141 for SSF in Suceava County, 2015. (Processed after data sources [46, 50])  
 
 
Fig. 2.Summer shelters blooming after 2007 on Stulpicani pastures. Photo by Dorin Matei 
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Fig. 3. Land use dynamics in Stulpicani Commune (1990-2012). Processed after source [54].  
 
4.3. Local semi-subsistence farmers’ perception about its farming development as a feedback of agriculture 
policy 
 
In order to see which are driving factors of this reorientation to agriculture we investigated the household heads 
to understand their perception of the farming development in the new background of the 141 Measure, in Stulpicani. 
In the sample used, 67.8% were males as in Romania and subsequently, in the Carpathians, most of the household 
heads are. The age of the survey subjects was rather advanced (30.7% over 61 years old, 41.4% between 40 and 60 
years old), more than half with lower secondary school education, prevailing the low income (96% less than 500 €). 
The mutations that had occurred in the occupational structure revealed that 35% of the respondents had worked in 
the mining sector and only 9% kept their previous occupation. Mining closure was mirrored by the increase of the 
number of farmers, from 32% before mine decommissioning to 80% at the moment when we applied the 
questionnaire. Most of the farms sized between 1.01 and 3 ha, being composed from 1 to 4 plots, lesser 
fragmentized than in Romania’s lowland regions14.   
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Even many of actual farmers were miners, nobody perceive any environment conflict between the farm 
products’ quality and possible uranium mining pollution, a fact which could be explained either by NIMBY (Not In 
My Back Yard) [55] attitude or by the maintaining of environmental information non-transparency. This attitude is 
controversial with the distribution of responses items (1-3) and the mean scores which reveal that the majority of 
farmers strongly appreciate positively the interconditioning between agriculture and environment protection (Table 
2).  
Regarding the role of SSF in terms of internal needs and satisfaction, the general perception is almost rated as 
medium, which signifies that they may ensure the survival not revenues. In this respect, one can see a significant 
statistical relation with age (p=0.00), education level (p=0.05), incomes (p=0.001) and farm size (p=0.00).  Studying 
this result, 141 Measure is the best opportunity for them to increase gains and, probably, for many SSFs which are 
largely redeveloped in Romania mountain marginal areas [30] and in future for Ukraine [24]. 
However, farming is a satisfactory activity for 38.6% of the interviewees, while only 32% deem it unsatisfactory. 
Almost half of the respondents feel that farming activities help the local community’s economy, but only to a 
limited extent, as suggest the significant correlations between the demographic characteristics and people’s 
assertions. This can be correlated with the habit of thinking that only a secure job may offer economic safety, as it 
was before mine closure, but also with the fact that farming activities require a lot of effort, because the work must 
be done all year round, while the result is dependent upon weather conditions and vegetation.  
  
Table 2 Distribution of responses for Likert scales (-2 strongly disagree; -1 disagree; 0 neither agree nor disagree; +1 agree;  +2 strongly 
agree), and share of farmers (%) by items. Authors’ elaboration. 
 
Items Values 
-2 -1 0 1 2 Mean 
1.Are you concern about environment quality?  0 0 0.6 27.5 71.9 1.71
2.Does your farm protect the environment?  0 0 0 21.6 72.4 1.78
3.Does the mountain environment favorite the farming activity?  1.2 6.1 8.8 44.2 39.8 1.15
4.Does your farm support the family needs?  0.6 18.7 39.5 23.1 18.1 0.39
5.Does your farm provide revenues? 11.1 30.7 27.5 23.7 7.0 -0.15
6.Does farming satisfy you?  2.0 30.7 28.7 27.5 11.1 0.15
7.Did the European funds, namely, 141 Measure help you?  2.9 2.9 11.4 13.7 69.0 1.43
8.Did the Govern subsidies help you? 45.3 32.5 12.9 8.5 0.9 -1.13
9.Are exchanges of knowledge about CAP funds inside your community 
necessary? 
44.2 23.4 15.2 13.2 4.1 -0.90
10.Do you need training for modern farming? 34.5 41.2 15.5 6.4 2.3 -0.99
11.Does your farm support your community existence? 47.4 24.8 9.1 14.6 4.1 -0.97
12.Does your activity preserve local traditions?   0.6 1.2 3.8 58.8 35.7 1.28
13.Do you intend to transfer the farm to your children as future farmers? 14.9 18.4 19.3 26.6 20.8 0.20
14.Did your parents influence your choice to work as farmer?   1.8 5.3 7.0 21.9 64.0 1.41
General rate of appreciation 14.5 15.1 14.2 21.7 30.5        100.0 
 
The agriculture policy feedback is controversial, because they positively appreciate the input of EU funds (141 
Measure) in comparison with Romanian past subsidies, but reject exchanges information about CAP policy or 
training for modern farming. (Table 3, Table 4). This perception is an effect of the communist education, when 
people used to receive helps without many duties, and could be linked to the ageing of most rural communities 
which reject the modernization or learning tasks.  
Regarding the general perception of being sufficient to pass the farming knowledge inside family and keep the 
traditional works reveals an old mentality useful for preserving of some traditions. but  negative in the perspective of 
implementation of new sustainable technology. Moreover, even the tradition is widely promoted and sustained by 
respondents which underlined that the family past influenced their involvement in farming, the future intention of 
passing their farms to the next generation trends to be positively at a low score (0.20), which casts a shadow of 
uncertainty over the future of agriculture in this mountain realm.  
Another controversial came from the younger farmers. On the one side, their recent farming experience,  having 
no advantage of the national agricultural policies applied prior to 2007, have generated a negative appreciation of 
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state’s involvement in supporting the farms. On the other side, the analysis has found that 13.5% of the owners of 
the medium-sized farms, having two or three people per household, of which one is hired either in mining, or in 
forestry, or in trade, have expressed their intention to start a business based on agriculture (milk collecting, meat 
processing or goat raising). This somehow proves that these farmers have already identified the opportunities that 
may turn agriculture into a profitable business. 
We can conclude that this community is much more conservatory, as many mountain rural communities are and 
throw a risk for the success of PAC. In this respect, we found that there is a strong need to improve an entire 
mechanism of driving factors (institutional, economic, market and socio-demographic). 
 
Table 3 Chi-square test regarding the role of the European funds in the agricultural development of Stulpicani commune. (Extracted from 
SPSS output). 
Variable value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Farm size 31.630 12 .002 
Revenue 16.33  8 .038 
Gender 24.224  8 .002 
Age 58.508 12 .000 
 
Table 4 Chi-square test regarding the need for training programs for the farmers engaged in mountain agriculture. (Extracted from SPSS 
output). 
Variable Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Farm size 38.113 12 .002 
Education 27.021 12 .008 
Gender 47.076  8 .000 
Age 99.490 12 .000 
Old jobs 124.903 64 .000 
Actual job 86.400 52 .002 
 
In order to investigate hidden patterns recognition from data relations, we applied principal components analysis 
(PCA). It helped in finding out those factors which influence the semi-subsistence farms’ development. Starting 
with the Correlation Matrix we obtain both positive and negative correlation among variables, which is normal due 
to the meaning of them [56]. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling adequacy (0.789) has an acceptable value 
[57] and the Bartlett's test as another indication of the strength of the relationship among variables at 1% 
significance level (p<0.05) is small enough to reject the null hypothesis, which means that correlation matrix is not 
an identity matrix.  
The communality for all variables smaller than 0.50 was also removed, thus, in the table 4, PCA generated 11 
principal components, but only 3 factors fulfill the selection criterion (eigenvalue ≥1), explaining 68.350% from the 
analyzed values variance (Tab.5).    
 
Table 5 Total Variance Explained (extract from SPSS output) 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 
1 4.650 42.276 42.276 4.650 
2 1.764 16.035 58.310 1.764 
3 1.104 10.040 68.350 1.104 
4 .817 7.427 75.777  
5 .755 6.861 82.639  
6 .520 4.778 87.417  
7 .419 3.807 91.223  
8 .365 3.319 94.542  
9 .228 2.072 96.615  
10 .212 1.929 98.544  
11 .160 1.456 100.000  
 
By the rotation method (Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings), the first factor loses from the saturation level, in 
the favor of the third one of the same total variance (68.350). Component Matrix and Rotated Component Matrix 
kept the same variables list and their contribution to each selected factors loading, in correlation terms. 
So, the development of rural community depends on the first factor called “Needs of keeping farms” comprises 8 
variables: SSF existence helps the community (0.824); support the family needs (0.816); give satisfaction (0.786); 
361 Elena Matei et al. /  Procedia Environmental Sciences  32 ( 2016 )  352 – 363 
offers revenues (0.762); needs inputs form EU (0.748); subsidies from Govern (0.713); training for farming (0.734) 
and exchange of knowledge (0.626). The second factor is compound of two variables: mountain environment 
favorability (0.824) and family traditions (0.768) and we named it as “Favorability”, and last one  ”Concern about 
environmental quality” (0.637).  
5. Conclusions 
The study has revealed that semi-subsistence farms are perceived as a significant solution for the communities 
that have no other economic option.  In fact, for the analysed area, agriculture was a real life buoy for the people 
who had lost their jobs, either in the mining sector, or in other economic fields and the mountain area is seen as 
favourable and compatible with farming. 
Rural communities, as well as of our case study, have great expectation and high trust in PAC after 2007, being 
ready to respect all imposed requirements. They link it to the possibility of keeping farms for covering their 
families’ needs and the passing of households to next generations together with agricultural traditions, knowing that 
the land and house property is crucial in Romanian mentality [58].  
Due to the education and age differences, in rural communities it can be identified many controversial situations 
among groups. While older farmers, which are in majority, are reluctant regarding the importance of modernizing, 
the renewing their knowledge and skills, as well as the necessity to engage in exchange of ideas at various levels, the 
younger landowners are opened to all.  This fact allows us to claim that people need entrepreneurship culture, and 
training activities. 
Even the area was and still is susceptible of mining pollution many people are generally concerned by agriculture 
environmental quality, being focused on ecological measures to improve the fertility of the pastures and grasslands 
by traditional activities,  in order to keep the farms viability.   
Mountain rural communities farming orientated, but affected by ageing, dominated by SSFs need the 
improvement of the entire mechanism of driving factors (institutional, economic, market and socio-demographic). In 
sum, the development of coalition inside of a community may improve the capacity to mobilize and harmonize the 
structure of interests [59]. 
Stuplicani case, as a micro-scale case, could be a limit of our study, but taking into consideration its economic 
background, may be considered as representative for many Carpathian settlements, where small sized farms playing 
an important role in rural economy, and where is a need for “advisory services to ensure their inclusion in 
agricultural and rural development policies, as well as to help them cope with the problems they are confronted 
with” [60].   
Due to the lack of other studies regarding the perception about SSFs in Carpathian area in last time, this study 
brings from down to top a feed-back of 2007-2013 PAC for the next measures, useful both for national authorities 
and EU policy makers.      
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